THE EAST INDIA COMPANY	305
Company enjoyed a monopoly of the trade, but down to the Attitude oj
Revolution   its   legal   status   remained   ambiguous.
was shown in the case of Skinner v. the East India Company ™ards the
 —	in which an interloper was awarded heavy damages by the
House of Lords (1668) in a suit against the Company1 —
as well as in the opinion laid down by a chief -justice2 (1684)
that  an interloper infringed no law since  the Company
was not established by Act of Parliament.    The position
of the East India Company thus depended on the attitude
of the Government of the day.    Under James I. it enjoyed
the royal favour3, and when in 1614 a group of European
capitalists, English, Dutch and French, combined to finance
an expedition to the East Indies — a significant indication
of the development of capitalism in the international sphere
 —	the Privy Council intervened to nip this promising project
in the bud 4.    In the next reign the wind shifted to another
quarter ;   and in order to replenish a depleted exchequer,
but on the pretext of the Company's " supine neglect of
discovery and settling of trade in divers places in those
parts ", a rival company, formed by Sir W. Courten and
other capitalists in 1635, received a patent to trade at Goa
and other parts of the East Indies where the existing Com-
pany did not  already trade5.   The syndicate,  in  which
Charles I. was credited with shares6, proved a disastrous
failure 7.
The Interregnum was marked by an episode which, for
the next hundred and fifty years, provided the Company
with its staple argument against free trade. A period of
political disturbance is not favourable to the maintenance
1 House of Lords MSS. 1693-1695, pp. 56 seq. This case raised a con-
stitutional issue, which provoked a breach between the two Houses : Hist.
MSS. Comm. Finch, i. 505-506.
*	Pollexfen : Macpherson, A nnals of Commerce, ii. 613-614 ; Carr, Select
Charters of Trading Companies, p. liii.
5	In 1609 the Company was given the sole right of importing pepper :
Tudor and Stuart Proclamations (ed. Steele), i. No. 1087.
*	Acts of the Privy Council, 1613-1614, pp. 378-379.    The ship, under
the direction of an English pilot, was to sail from the French coast
B Rymer, Foedera, xx. 146, 149, 151.
6	Court Minutes oj the East India Company, 1635-1639, p. 123 ; Scott,
Joint-Stock Companies, ii. 113.
7	Darell, Strange News from th* Indies (1652) ;   Darell, Mr, Courtens
Catastrophe (1652).
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